remarks on Esth-LXX as a rewritten version of MT, while a major study is still needed.
An evaluation of the differences between Esth-LXX and MT poses many challenges. The LXX is very free and sometimes paraphrastic; it also contains six large narrative expansions (the so-called Additions A-F) that are traditionally considered to be independent units. However, the use of the term 'Additions' gives a false impression of their nature and may lead to wrong conclusions. They are better described as Expansions A-F, adding more than 50% to the amount of words in the Greek book. 4 A correct understanding of Esth-LXX is relevant to the textual and literary analysis of the book. In as far as a consensus exists regarding the textual value of the Greek version of Esther, it is negative. 5 This view is challenged in the present study. We suggest that (1) Esth-LXX is a free translation of its source text, as is shown by an analysis of its translation technique, and (2) that it sometimes paraphrases its Hebrew source. We add a new dimension to the analysis when asserting (3) that some paraphrases were triggered by the translator's misunderstanding of the Hebrew. We will attempt to establish that (4) Esth-LXX refl ects some Hebrew variants in small details, and that (5) Expansions A, C, D, and F were translated from a Hebrew source. This assumption is accompanied by the suggestion of (6) unity of the Greek translation of the canonical text and the expansions. We next turn to the central issues, arguing that (7) Esth-LXX refl ects a rewritten version of a composition similar to MT. 6 Finally, we describe (8) the characteristic features of the Hebrew source of the LXX, we turn to (9) a comparison of Esth-LXX with other rewritten compositions from Qumran and elsewhere, and lastly (10) to canonical issues.
Esth-LXX is a Free Translation of Its Source Text
Scholars are in agreement that Esth-LXX refl ects a free translation, and therefore a few examples will suffi ce. However, we should constantly be open to the possibility that many such renderings may be explained differently as representing a slightly deviating Vorlage, on which see § §4-7. In the examples below, the fi rst item is the NJPS translation of MT, 7 and the second one, in italics, represents the NETS translation of the LXX. 8 a. Unusual equivalents 1:3 MT 'for all the offi cials and courtiers'-(he gave a feast) for his Friends, and for the other nations. The term 'Friends,' which is capitalized in the translation, is an offi cial title used at the Ptolemaic court for the king's close associates. The same term is used in v. 13 for the king's 'sages learned in procedure' (MT). All four monographs compare the content of the two Greek versions with MT and the other sources without analyzing the Greek versions fi rst regarding their internal merits. Disregarding the internal dynamics of the LXX and the A-Text, these authors compare the Greek evidence with the content of the other sources without distinguishing between elements deriving from the translator, his parent text, and possible scribal developments. In our view, in each individual case the ancient sources need to be contrasted in order that meaningful conclusions be drawn from the differences among them. In order to evaluate the A-Text we are also in need of a detailed analysis of its relation to the LXX, since the A-Text may have derived from the LXX, as several scholars believe. If that is the case, the A-Text cannot be examined as an independent witness. Therefore, the approach of these studies makes them less relevant to the present analysis. L.M. 
d. Omission of words and phrases
Some words and phrases were removed as superfl uous in the context.
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The elements omitted are placed in parenthesis: Names: 1:13 'And (the king) said'; 1:15, 8:7, 10 'King (Ahasuerus)'; 8:1 '(Queen) Esther'; 8:2 ('Esther'); 8:3 'Haman (the Agagite)'; 8:5 '(Haman) son of Hamme datha the Agagite'; 8:7 'to (Queen Esther and) Mordecai the Jew'; Other words: 1:4 'For (no fewer than) a hundred and eighty days'; 1:5 ('high and low alike'); 1:5 'in the court of the king's palace (garden)'; 1:12 'was (greatly) incensed'; 3:2 'All (the king's courtiers)'; 3:2 'at the (king's) gate [NRSV]'; 8:3 'falling at his feet (and weeping)'.
Some such omissions involve larger elements:
1:22 MT 'to all the provinces of the king, to every province in its own script and to every nation in its own language'-throughout the whole kingdom, to every land in its own language. The translator may have considered the mentioning of script to be superfl uous, being closely connected with 'language'. 3:6 (MT 'But he disdained to lay hands on Mordecai alone; having been told who Mordecai's people were'.) 3:12 MT 'The orders were issued in the name of King Ahasuerus (and sealed with the king's signet)'.
3:13 MT 'all the Jews, (young and old, children and women)' 8:10 'couriers (riding steeds used in the king's service, bred of the royal stud)'. 
Esth-LXX Paraphrases its Hebrew Source
Esth-LXX goes far beyond freedom, variation, addition and omission of details as described above. It sometimes adds new ideas and restructures sentences in such a way that it is almost impossible to indicate the word-for-word equivalence between the Hebrew and the translation, as in 2:7 and 3:12. While at least some of these paraphrastic renderings go back to the Hebrew source of Esth-LXX (see § §4-7), the following examples characterize the paraphrastic rendering of the canonical sections:
1:6 MT 'alabaster, mother-of-pearl, and mosaics'-mother-of-pearl, and marble. There were gossamer throws in many colors embroidered with roses all around. Although not all the technical terms are clear in either language, the LXX expanded MT with details refl ecting the display of riches, possibly at wedding feasts of the wealthy, in Hellenistic times (see v. 5). Indeed, from various historical sources it is known that great opulence was displayed in the Persian cities of Susa and Persepolis. Earlier in the verse, the 'silver rods' of MT were expanded in the LXX to 'gold and silver blocks' ( just as 'golden beakers' were expanded to 'gold and silver' in the LXX of v. 7) and the 'alabaster columns' to 'pillars of marble and other stones'.
1:7 MT 'beakers of varied design'-and a miniature cup made of ruby was on display that was worth thirty thousand talents. The cup described in Esth-LXX was worth an enormous amount of money.
8:6 MT 'And how can I bear to see the destruction of my kindred!'-And how can I be saved during the destruction of my kindred? In the second part of the sentence, in MT Esther expresses concern for her relatives, while in the LXX she is concerned about her own safety. This interpretation in the LXX is probably directly related to Mordecai's warning in 4:3 'Do not imagine that you, of all the Jews, will escape with your life by being in the king's palace'.
8:7 MT 'and they have hanged him' (NRSV)-and I hanged him. In the LXX, the king has a more active role in the hanging than in MT. Likewise, in 2:23 LXX, the king plays an active part in the hanging of the two eunuchs: 'So the king interrogated the two eunuchs and hanged them' (MT: 'The matter was investigated and found to be so, and the two were impaled on stakes').
8:9 MT 'and letters were written, at Mordecai's dictation to the Jews . . .'-and they wrote to the Jews what had been commanded. According to MT, the king allowed Mordecai to formulate a letter in his name and to send it as a royal edict to the Jews. In the Greek version of the edict, Mordecai's name was omitted, possibly in order to lend the royal edict more credence. More importantly, in the rephrased Greek version, the letter was sent only to the Jews, quoting commands that had been given earlier to the 'administrators and rulers of the satrapies'. MT, on the other hand, explicitly mentions separate dispatches of the letter to the 'Jews and to the satraps, the governors and the offi cials'. In the rewriting in the LXX, the king fi rst sent a letter to the Jews (v. 9). This was Mordecai's letter, sent in the name of the king (see v. 8 in the LXX). The contents of a second letter, to the satrapies, implied by the wording of the Greek v. 9, is contained in the long Expansion E after v. 12. That letter represents a novelty in the story and is phrased along the lines of contemporary royal Hellenistic edicts. It skillfully imitates the heavy bureaucratic prose of the time with its long sentences, use of rare words, and highly moralizing tone.
8:11 MT 'to assemble and defend their lives, to destroy, to kill, and to annihilate any armed force of any people or province' (NRSV)-and to deal with their adversaries and their enemies as they wished. The Greek version, probably meant not only for Jews but also for Gentiles, mitigates the harsh language of the revenge by the Jews in MT, for example in the LXX's omission of the killing of 'women and children' and of the command to 'plunder their possessions'. At the same time, the killing of Jewish 'children and women', as instructed in Haman's edict in 3:13, is likewise lacking in the LXX.
Some Paraphrases were Triggered by the Translator's Misunderstanding of the Hebrew
Sometimes the paraphrasing of Esth-LXX was probably triggered by the translator's diffi culties in understanding his Vorlage. In such cases, the translator sometimes changed the whole context.
according to which the drinking at the banquet differed from the normal custom (probably, the customary restrictions), is diametrically opposed to that of MT. These words in MT need to be viewed in light of those following, 'to comply with each man's wishes', which are understood in the same way by the LXX. Usually the king determined the amount imbibed; when he drank, everybody drank. However, at this banquet 'no one compelled' the guests to drink. The background of the LXX rendering is probably the translator's misunderstanding of the words 'according to the convention, no one compelled' that led him to add a negative (no). 1:14 '. . . His closest advisers were . . .'-So Arkesaios . . . approached him. In vv. 14-15, the LXX created an action and dialogue instead of the parenthetical remark in MT on the content of v. 13. MT lists the names of those who were close to the king, while in the LXX they approached him. The LXX probably misunderstood the consonants of MT, reading we-ha-qarov ('and the one who was closest [to the king]') as we-hiqriv ('and he approached').
8:7 Then King Ahasuerus said to Queen Esther and Mordecai the Jew, '(Hinneh) I have given Haman's property to Esther, and he has been impaled on the stake for scheming against the Jews'-Then the king said to Esther, 'If everything belonging to Haman I gave and turned over to you, and I hanged him on the pole, because he plotted to lay hands on the Jews, what more do you (sg.) seek?' Turning to Esther, the king points out to her that he has done everything that could be done. The addition in the LXX at the end of the verse may imply a mild rebuke to Esther. These words were probably added in the LXX because the translator misunderstood the syntax of the verse. In the beginning of the sentence, the translator took hinneh ('behold') as 'if ' (cf. Aramaic and sometimes also Hebrew hen). Therefore, the independent sentence ('Behold . . .') has become a subordinate clause ('If . . .'), necessitating the addition of a supplementary phrase. The supplement in the LXX may have been infl uenced by 7:2 'What is your wish, Queen Esther? It shall be granted you. And what is your request? Even to half the kingdom, it shall be fulfi lled.'
Esth-LXX Refl ects Some Variants in Small Details
That Esth-LXX refl ects Hebrew variants in small details hardly needs any proof, since all books of the LXX refl ect such variants. Nevertheless, this point needs to be established since most scholars assert that this translation is of little use for text-critical purposes (see n. 5). BHQ 13 rarely reconstructs any such variants from the LXX, ascribing most of the deviations of the LXX to the translator's exegesis or not recording them at all.
14 However, the LXX does refl ect variants.
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In addition, Hebraisms in the LXX undeniably show the Hebrew background of that translation: 14 Thus the deviations in 1:13 are not even mentioned in BHQ. 15 The LXX refl ects several scribal transmission variants, in BHQ usually ascribed to the translator. In addition to the variants mentioned in the next paragraphs, see 1:14 ('lib-synt'; the note of BHS in 1:14 is preferable); 2:6 (the possibility of a variant is accepted in the commentary, p. 139*); 2:7 ('explic'); 2:14 ('substit'); 3:7 ('assim-cultur'); 6:1 ('theol'), etc. MT also contains an occasional homoioteleuton as compared with the LXX (3:7), thus also BHQ (see the commentary on pp. 141*-42*). In addition, the LXX refl ects many variations from MT that could have derived from a variety of reasons: scribal mistake, a different Hebrew Vorlage, or the translator's freedom (see further below). In chapter 1, for example, note 1:2 MT 'in those days' omitted in the LXX (BHQ: 'ampl'); 1:4 MT 'many days' omitted in the LXX ('facil-styl'); 1:10 Mehuman represented in the LXX as Haman (BHQ: 'err-hist'). See further n. 33. 16 22 A 3 'Now he was one of the exiles whom Nabouchodonosor king of Babylon took captive from Ierousalem with Iechonias, the king of Judea'. This verse is based on the MT of the canonical verse 2:6: 'who was an exile from Ierousalem, that Nabouchodonosor king of Babylon had taken captive'. The LXX deviates from MT there ('. . . had been exiled from Jerusalem in the group that was carried into exile along with King Jeconiah of Judah, which had been driven into exile by King Nebuchadnezzar of Babylon'). The wording of A 3 refl ects MT in Esth 2:6 because it mentions Jeconiah, and its structure is preferable to that of the LXX where the feminine pronoun ἣν ('that') must refl ect an earlier text referring to an antecedent αἰχµαλωσίαν that had been omitted. 23 In other instances the assumption of Hebrew diction is less convincing since the wording could also have been infl uenced by the canonical sections: A 1 ἐκ φυλῆς 
Unity of the Greek Translation of the Canonical Text and the Expansions
Determining the relation between the Greek versions of the canonical sections and the Greek Expansions is crucial to our understanding of Esth-LXX. Since Expansions A, C, D, and F were originally written in Hebrew, one's fi rst intuition would be that they belonged to the same composition as the canonical sections. The segments originally written in Greek (Expansions B, E) were probably created by the translator.
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There is no reason to distrust the ancient evidence according to which all of Esth-LXX indeed represents one integral unit. We should not be infl uenced by Jerome's removal of Expansions A-F from their context, thereby mutilating the translation. 25 His action was arbitrary and inconsistent since by the same token one could excise equally large segments from the Greek translation of 3 Kingdoms (for example, 3 Kingdoms 2:35a-o, 46, a-l; 12:24a-z) and place them at the end of the book. 26 Furthermore, the canonical segments and the expansions are intertwined in an organic way in chapters 4 and 5, making it impossible to mark an uninterrupted group of verses as constituting 'Expansion D'. 27 The unity of the canonical text and the expansions Βενιαµιν (= ‫בנימין‬ ‫)משבט‬ equals the description of Mordecai in 2:5 LXX as opposed to MT ‫ימיני‬ ‫,איש‬ a Benjaminite. Presumably LXX 2:5 refl ects the same reading as A 1. A 2 ἐν Σούσοις τῇ πόλει = ‫הבירה‬ ‫בשושן‬ and A 13 'Artaxerxes the king', see above, § 4. 24 Moore, Daniel, Esther, and Jeremiah, 166 recognizes the Hebrew background of most of the expansions, but treats them as an entity separate from the translation of the canonical segments. Moore does not discuss evidence such as adduced in this paragraph, so that the possibility that the expansions derive from the translator himself is not even mentioned by him. 25 The term is used by Brownlee, 'Le livre grec', 162. After the translation of 10:3 Jerome noted that he rendered the Hebrew text with 'complete fi delity', while placing the Latin version of these Greek segments after 10:3.
26 By doing so one would 'improve' the Greek translation of 3 Kgdms, since these sections are secondary in the context. See my paper 'The LXX of 1 Kings' (n. 38). 27 The scope of D is presented in different ways in the text editions. The edition of A. Rahlfs, Septuaginta, Id est Vetus Testamentum graece iuxta LXX interpretes (Stuttgart 1935) indicates the different origin of the sixteen verses of Expansion D by distinguishing in its numbering system between the canonical text and Expansion D. On the other hand, the Göttingen edition (see n. 1) and the NETS translation (see n. 7) present these verses in the traditional way as 'Addition D', and by doing so they conceal the canonical status of 5:1-2 that form part of that Expansion. These two editions present the text following 4:17 as Addition C ('Prayers of Mordecai and Esther') immediately continued with Addition D ('Esther's Audience with the King') including the canonical verses 5:1-2. In these two editions 5:1 is named D 1 (that is, the fi rst verse in the 'apocryphal' Addition D), and 5:2 is named D 12 located in the middle of an expansion counting 16 verses. These complications come to light even more so in the Vulgate is further supported by several close connections in content between the two segments: 28 (1) The LXX translation of 2:20 includes the following short addition to MT in Mordecai's instructions to Esther, 'to fear God and to keep his commands . . . So Esther did not change her way of life'. This instruction runs parallel to Esther's prayer in C 14-30.
(2) 8:9 as analyzed in § 2. (3) Mordecai's words to Esther in 4:8 that are additional to MT, 'Remember your humble days when you were brought up by my hand, for Haman, the second to the king, has spoken against us to put us to death. Call upon the Lord, and speak to the king about us and deliver us from death' run parallel to Esther's prayer in Expansion C. The medium-sized addition in 4:8 and the longer one in Expansion C were probably inserted by the same hand. In light of the preceding analysis, we suggest that the Vorlage of Esth-LXX included the Expansions A, C, D, and F. 30 The royal edicts in Expansions B and E were probably added by the translator himself. 31 
Esth-LXX Refl ects a Rewritten Version of a Hebrew Composition Similar to MT
If the premises of § §1-6 are correct, the Vorlage of Esth-LXX refl ects a Hebrew 32 composition that rewrote a book similar to MT. 33 Confl icting features recognized in the translation complicate the reconstruction of the parent text of Esth-LXX: 30 The basic unity of the translation and the 'apocryphal' Additions is maintained also by Bickerman, 'Notes', 246, but for him this unity pertained to the book in its Greek shape: 'The Greek Esther, of which the "Rest Chapters" are integral and essential parts, is not the Megillath Esther, couched in Greek language and letters, but its adaptation designed for the Diaspora' 31 Therefore, the view of Moore, Daniel, Esther, and Jeremiah, 155 'All six of the Additions to Esther are secondary, i.e. they were supplied after the Book of Esther had been written' cannot be substantiated. This view, shared by many scholars, is probably infl uenced by the position of the Expansions at the end of the book (see n. 25 above). By the same token, the suggestion that these Expansions, or some of them, were rendered from Aramaic is without base since it is based on the assumption that the Expansions had a separate existence. These features may require the revision of some of our earlier assumptions:
i. It is not impossible that some of the features ascribed to the free translation character of Esth-LXX in § §1-2 derived from its deviating Hebrew Vorlage. Thus, some short readings of the LXX vis-à-vis MT that differ in small details as well as some of the presumed contextual clarifi cations could have derived from a different Vorlage.
ii. By the same token, some of the features ascribed to the translator's deviating parent text could be assigned to his free translation style.
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It seems to me that we can still maintain the view that the translation is free, while at the same time embarking on the reconstruction of some elements in the Hebrew parent text of the translation. My point of departure is that the Greek translation forms an integral unity, that its Additions (Expansions) A, C, D, and F are based on a Hebrew source, and that this composition reworked MT rather than vice versa. The reverse process is not likely, the main argument being the revisional tendencies visible in Esth-LXX, such as the addition to the story in the LXX of a religious background that is also known from the Midrash. We assume that this composition inserted the phrase wa-yehi ahar hadebarim ha-'eleh in v. 1 to accommodate for the addition of Mordecai's dream (Expansion A) before the beginning of the canonical book.
Returning to the question posed in the title, we regard Esth-LXX as a free translation of a rewritten version of MT rather than a paraphrastic translation. 34 BHQ ascribes many instances to the freedom of the translator that in our view refl ect Hebraistic renderings or Hebrew variants (see n. 15). Among other things, most instances described in BHQ as 'abbr' probably refl ect a shorter Hebrew parent text. For example, 1:1 'to Nubia', 1:13 'learned in procedure', 2:6 'in the group that was carried into exile along with King Jeconiah of Judah', 2:19 'when the virgins were assembled a second time', 2:21 'Bigthan and Teresh', 3:10 'son of Hammedatha the Agagite, the foe of the Jews', 3:13 'on the thirteenth day', 6:8 'and on whose head a royal diadem has been set', 8:7 'and to the Jew Mordecai', etc. See further n. 15. 
Comparison with Rewritten Bible Compositions in Hebrew
The technique used by the Hebrew source of Esther is that of rewriting an earlier composition. Within the LXX the closest parallel for this assumed technique are the translations of 3 Kingdoms and Daniel 4-6. The Hebrew sources of the translations of these three books freely rewrote their source texts in a manner resembling other rewritten Bible compositions. It remains unclear why these three books were singled out for reworking. The Hebrew/Aramaic versions of Esther and Daniel share certain features at the content and language level, 37 but these features are not shared with 1 Kings. One possible reason may be the similar milieu in which these translations were created. Another possibility would be the assumption that the three translations were created at a later stage than most other Greek translations. At that time such rewritten Hebrew/Aramaic books were circulating, and less so in earlier periods. The resemblances between the three Greek books have been analyzed elsewhere. 38 We now expand our observations to other rewritten Hebrew Bible compositions as found among the Qumran scrolls and in the Samaritan Pentateuch.
The Samaritan version of the Torah rewrote a composition like MT. The rewriting is partial, as all rewriting, but it is manifest. The rewriting in the SP does not bear a Samaritan character, since earlier nonsectarian texts from Qumran (named pre-Samaritan) 39 carry the exact same content as the SP with the exception of the Samaritan sectarian readings. Together these texts are named the 'SP group'.
Some of the Qumran compositions likewise resemble the rewriting in the LXX books, even more so than the SP group. The best preserved rewritten Bible texts 40 41 Pseudo-Philo's Biblical Antiquities and Josephus' Jewish Antiquities also provide valuable parallels, but they are less relevant since they make no claim to sacred status. 42 The LVII:1-LIX:21, providing the statutes of the king). 45 The SP group likewise inserts a number of extensive additions. 46 The recognition of a group of rewritten Bible compositions at Qumran and elsewhere is accepted among scholars, even though they disagree with regard to the characterization of specifi c compositions and the terminology used for the group as a whole. 47 In the past, the LXX translations were not associated with the Qumran rewritten Bible texts. When making this link, we recognize the similarity in the rewriting style of Scripture books. More specifically, the LXX translations meet some of the characterizing criteria that Segal set for rewritten Bible compositions: new narrative frame, expansion together with abridgement, and tendentious editorial layer.
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In all these matters, 1 Kings, Esther, and Daniel in the LXX resemble several rewritten Bible texts from Qumran and elsewhere, including the SP:
The Hebrew source of Esth-LXX rewrote a composition very similar to MT. The most salient technique used in the course of the rewriting is the addition of the large Expansions A, C, D, and F. These Expansions give a special twist to the story and to the meaning of the book. The interaction of previously accepted Bible text and long expansions may be compared with the Qumran rewritten Bible compositions. These compositions exercise freedom towards their underlying text by adding large expansions wherever their authors wished. 49 
Canonical Issues
The recognition that the Greek versions of 1 Kings, Esther, and Daniel represent rewritten versions of MT has important implications for our understanding of the canonical status of these books and of canonical issues in general. All three Greek books were considered to be authoritative by ancient Judaism and Christianity alike. In due course, 45 they were rejected within Judaism, but for Christianity they remained authoritative in different ways.
It is no coincidence that two of the three books (Esther, Daniel) suffered a similar fate within the Christian canon, since they have much in common. They share large expansions that were considered disturbing and therefore were ultimately removed from the running text in the case of Esther. The large expansions of Esth-LXX now have a deuterocanonical status in the Catholic Church even though they never existed separately. At the same time, the medium-sized expansions were left in the text. The medium-sized expansions of Daniel were likewise left in the text (4:17a, 33a-b, 37a-c). However, two book-sized appendixes were placed at the beginning or end of the book (Susanna, Bel and the Serpent), while the large expansion named the 'Prayer of Azariah and the Song of the Three Young Men' 50 was left in the text between 3:23 and 3:24 but given deutero-canonical status. 3 Kingdoms could have undergone the same fate, but all the expansions including the large ones in chapters 2 and 12 were left in the text.
When the LXX translation was produced, the Hebrew source of 3 Kingdoms was considered to be as authoritative as 1 Kings, at least in some circles. Otherwise it would not have been rendered into Greek. This pertains also to the assumed Hebrew (Aramaic?) sources of Esther and Daniel. 51 The Greek translators and the Alexandrian Jewish community considered the original Hebrew and Aramaic versions, as well as their Greek translations, as authoritative as Baruch 52 or any other book included in those collections.
Several scholars assume that the canonical conceptions behind the 'Alexandrian canon' refl ect the views of the mother community in Palestine. 53 The link with Palestine is even closer for Esther, as there is strong evidence that this book was translated in that country. 53 Esp. Sundberg, The Old Testament, 60-5. 54 The main manuscripts of the LXX contain a note at the end of the book, the only such note in the LXX, translated by Bickerman, 'Notes', 245 as follows: 'In the fourth year of the reign of Ptolemy and Cleopatra <78-77 bce>, Dositheus-who The Greek canon includes 3 Kingdoms, Esther, and Daniel, constituting rewritten versions of earlier books such as now included in MT. The rewritten books were considered authoritative in their Semitic as well as Greek forms, although by different communities. The SP, likewise a rewritten version of MT, as well as its pre-Samaritan forerunners, enjoyed similar authority. Rewritten versions, as well as the earlier versions on which they were based (for example, the MT of 1 Kings, Esther, and Daniel), were considered equally authoritative, by different communities and in different periods. 55 In sum, we regard Esth-LXX as a free translation of a rewritten version of MT rather than a paraphrastic translation. We described the characteristic features of this rewritten composition, especially its large expansions, and suggested that these expansions formed an integral part of the original composition underlying the LXX. Finally, we compared this composition with other rewritten compositions from Qumran and elsewhere, and turned to matters of text and canon.
said he was a priest,-and Levitas, and Ptolemy his son deposited the preceding Letter of Purim, which they said really exists and had been translated by Lysimachus (son of ) Ptolemy, (a member) of the Jerusalem community'. The implication of this note is that the Greek version of Esther was produced in Jerusalem and deposited (eispherō) in the year 78-77 bce in an archive in Egypt. 55 For a further analysis of the canonical status of the Qumran rewritten compositions, see Tov, 'Three Strange Books'.
